ABSTRACT: During the British colonial period at least eleven islands off the coast of Australia were used as sites of "punitive relocation" for transported European convicts and Indigenous
governance and imperial expansion. These purposes blurred together and changed over time.
First, convicts were sent to colonise remote islands and coastal sites which were politically and commercially strategic. Second, islands were used alongside other geographically remote locations, as sites of particular punishment for those perceived to be the "worst" kind of convict. Third, Indigenous Australians were forcibly confined on island institutions, which were not always explicitly carceral, yet by displacing Indigenous people to islands (under sentence or not) the government reduced resistance to European conquest, rendering the land one-step closer to terra nullius (empty land). The remainder of the article is structured around this typology of Australian carceral islands.
TERRITORY AND TRADE
The purpose is first to explore the use of distant carceral islands as strategic locations along important trading routes. In Australian historiography there has been a long-standing debate whether convicts were sent to New South Wales simply to empty out Britain's overcrowded gaols after the American War of Independence (1778-83) closed the American colonies for convicts, or if convicts were sent to New South Wales to enhance Britain's naval power in the Pacific arena. 7 However, unlike the decision to settle Botany Bay, the Colonial Office was explicit that they decided to settle Norfolk Island to harvest flax and pine for naval use, as they were when they decided to settle Melville Island with convicts in 1824. Taking an island perspective allows us to look beyond a binary view -that Australia was settled to dump felons or to ensure British naval dominance -to show that spatial differentiation encouraged multifocal policies.
When the Crown issued Captain Phillip's instructions for settling New Holland he was told to survey "the several ports, or harbours upon the coast, and the islands contiguous thereto" for possible settlement. 8 As well as ensuring there was no legal loophole that precluded the British from claiming territory in the region, the instructions also directed Phillip to settle Norfolk Island over 1,500 kilometres to the east of Botany Bay in the Pacific. Looking at a map in London the islands may have seemed physically closer to trading routes to Lord Bathurst, even though currents, winds and reefs actually rendered them almost impossible to access.
In 1824, forty-five settlers -only three of them free men -were shipped aboard the HMS Tamar to the northern coast. The convicts were chosen by the Principal Superintendent of Convicts on the basis of their trades, with the majority skilled in construction, and their ethnicity, as thirteen of the eighty convicts selected were black as officials thought they were better able to withstand hard labour in a tropical climate than white convicts. 17 Ultimately, the difficulty of navigating the Apsley strait -which was shallow, rocky and subject to strong winds during monsoon season -meant few British trading ships got through to the settlement and no Macassan vessels at all. On deciding to abandon it in 1829, Governor Ralph Darling suggested the convicts be relocated to Croker Island, a few kilometres off the Cobourg Peninsula. Instead the convicts were transferred to the existing settlement at Port Raffles. 18 It seems that colonial governors and imperial administrators had an island bias even when local experts and East India company officials suggested better-located mainland sites for settlement.
Underpinning these epistolary exchanges was the idea that islands were interchangeable and universally preferable for convict-built commercial hubs. This is underlined by the comparisons made by East India Company officials and colonial newspapers between the "Australian" Islands -Norfolk Island and Melville Island -and should not be abandoned, for "the same reasons that Norfolk Island was re-occupied" as a penal settlement in 1825, namely for "its utility to Australia, as a Northern emporium and naval station". 22 Though Norfolk and Melville Island were administered by New South Wales, they mapped better onto Pacific and Indian Ocean maritime trading routes. These Australian islands were part of a much wider practice of sending convicts as "empire-builders" to islands which were economically and politically strategic for British imperial interests.
SECONDARY PUNISHMENT
The second purpose of transportation to carceral islands was to discipline convicts who misbehaved or re-offended, through the dual mechanism of distance and labour. In 1817 John
Thomas Bigge, former deputy-judge advocate of Trinidad, was commissioned by British parliament to report on the convict system in Van Diemen's Land and New South Wales. The two key aspects of Bigge's convict reform were to disperse convicts across the countryside under assignment to pastoralists in order to rapidly increase the area of land under cultivation, and to introduce a multi-level system of punishment which isolated convicts undergoing secondary punishment, as well as subjecting them to hard labour. Convicts found guilty of misconduct worked either in road or chain gangs or, for more serious offences, were sent to isolated penal settlements. 23 Bigge's scheme was designed to rapidly expand agricultural and pastoral industries, situated in the coastal and interior regions of New South Wales respectively. In order to fulfil the Colonial Office's instructions to "separate the convict population from the free population" Bigge "was naturally led to inquire whether any of the islands in Bass Straits, or upon the eastern coast of New South Wales, were calculated for the reception of convicts". 24 However, upon receiving information from surveyors and locals, Pacific. Bathurst believed that, rather than having the "worst description of convicts… placed in the midst of a thriving and prosperous colony", Norfolk Island should be occupied "upon the principle of a great Hulk or Penitentiary". 26 The penal system that Bigge created relied on distance as primary mechanism of secondary punishment within the Australian colonies which translated into officials selecting remote islands. For Norfolk Island to act as an effective deterrent to crime for the convict population, it had to be feared, and a distant island was a powerful image in the minds of the general public. As the Lieutenant-Governor of Van Diemen's Land, George Arthur, wrote, "being sent to Norfolk Island… should be considered a place of ultimate limit, and a punishment short of death". 27 The fact that Norfolk Island was so distant fed into rumours and myths about the "depravity" of the convicts who were sent there. 28 Far from being the "worst" convicts, the majority of Norfolk Island's inmates had been convicted of minor property crimes and a third were serving their original sentence of transportation. 29 The imaginary of Norfolk Island was so strong in the public mind that insularity became synonymous with isolation in the Australian context, as subsequent prison islands were all understood in relation to their Pacific counterpart. Arthur's language mimicked Bigge's when he stressed that "as the Colony becomes more and more populated, the barrier between these wretched Criminals and the rest of the Community will be decreased, and escape will constantly become more easy". 33 Even if convicts were kept on islands overnight, they worked on the mainland which presented an opportunity for escape. Arthur criticised the penal settlement on Maria Island on similar grounds, which had been for the punishment of less "serious" secondary offenders a year earlier, in 1825. Situated just four kilometres east of the Tasmanian mainland, Arthur complained that "it is much too near the settled districts on the Main Land to be regarded as a safe depot for very desperate offenders."
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For this reason, Arthur suggested King Island, to the west of the Bass Strait, as a suitable alternative, from which escape would be almost impossible. However, Arthur noted that its warm climate and natural beauty made it more akin to a paradise, than a penitentiary, rendering it in some respects undesirable as a place of punishment. In 1827, Arthur once again put forward a new island penal settlement on Phillip Island -situated off the southern coast of Australian near modern-day Melbourne. However, Phillip Island was far from a utopia: its dry soil and swampy interior made it economically unviable for convicts to cultivate the land, though Arthur believed it could still be a "viable temporary penal establishment". 35 In the same year, Arthur formed an executive committee on the problem of educated convicts, suggesting that they should be segregated from the corrupting influence of the general convict population. Arthur seemed certain that "an island may be found much more convenient and available than any district" to keep educated convicts separate from the rabble. 36 Similarly, Maconochie was so confident that his scheme could incentivise good behaviour he was eager to trial it on mainland road gangs, but Governor Gipps knew there would be public uproar if the scheme was trialled within the vicinity of free settlers: for Maconochie's "experiment" an island laboratory was needed. 48 In his letter to the Colonial Office in 1840, Gipps commented that all the natural geographical features that made Norfolk Island a good carceral island were the features Maconochie complained about: "namely, its remote situation, its insular character, its limited extent". the early years, the policy pursued on the island reflected those on missions, as prisoners were taught agriculture and allowed to roam and hunt on the island on Sundays. 74 Yet, underlying these official humanitarian reasons was deterrence: as Rottnest was "winnaitch" (or forbidden) for Nyoongar Whadiuk as a realm for bad spirits. 75 Thus, the colonial administration argued that transportation to Rottnest elicited a particular kind of dread that could not be replicated by local imprisonment or even capital punishment. 76 In the Tasmanian context, the island was seen by the Colonial Office as a sliver of land to replace what had been conquered. On Rottnest Island, in contrast, the cultural meaning of the island was used as a deterrence. As late as 1884, a Nyoongar prisoner named Bob Thomas told a commission that "Natives do not like the sea voyage… Rottnest is dreaded by the natives". 77 In 1847, George Augustus Robinson described Rottnest Island in a way that showed clear parallels with its predecessor Flinders Island, though he made no explicit comparison.
At Western Australia an island is appropriated exclusively to their [Indigenous peoples'] use and judging from the reports of the Rottnest establishment the best results have been realized, could a similar boon be conceded to the aborigines convicted of a crime in these colonies, banishment instead of a curse would be a blessing and expatriation an advantage. 78 This shows that the colonial administration was intent on presenting islands as "boons" and "blessings" to the Indigenous populations who were (in Robinson's own words) "banished" from their country. This encapsulates the ambiguity of colonial governance that justified territorial acquisition and economic gain through their presumed superiority. Studying islands is an important part of recognising the spatial trajectories of the criminal justice system as applied to Indigenous Australians. In particular, the political and social imperative to eliminate Indigenous communities -conceptually, physically, or politically -in order to clear "space" for colonisers. Since the majority of prisoners were serving sentences for theft
